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TaBLE 4B.  Welfure state incentives and disincentives for working mothers

Child benefits asa  Percentage benefit loss Percentage extr
percentage of AWIL  to unemployed if marginal tax if

(couple) spouse works wife works
Year 1990~ 1991k 1992¢
Australia 2.5 100 0
Canada 3.6 0 0
UK 39 39 0
USA 22 19 0
Denmark 3.1 3 [
Finland 114 4 0
Norway 8.0 0 0
Sweden 43 0 0
Austria 7.4 56 —
Belgium 10.2 10 9
France 5.6 0 3
Germany 4.6 10 5
Netherlands ) 4.8 0 14
Italy 0.7 — 0
Portugal 3.0 0 0
Spain 1.6 0 9
Japan 22 0 —

« Estimated family benefits + tax relief as a percentage of couple’s income (one at 100 per cent.
average production worker income, the other at 66 per cent). Source: Recalculations from
Gauthier (1996, Table 10.1) and OECD (|993L P'ut D).

b Source: OECD (1995¢, Table 8.1).

¢ Increment in husband’s marginal tak rate if wife’s income equals 66 per cent of husband’
Source: OECD (1995¢).
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Comparative Welfare Regimes Re-examined

Following Richard Titmuss’ (1958) pioneering contribution, there have
heen intense efforts devoted to welfare state classification. Typologies can
be useful for at least three reasons. One, they allow for greater analytmal
pmsxmony and help us see ‘the forest rather than myriad trees. Two, if we
can cluster various species according to similar crucial attributes, the ana-
lyst can more easily identify some underlying connecting logic of move-
ment and maybe even causality. And three, typologies are helpful tools for

‘mutations or the birth of new species. Any typology of welfflre regimes

therefore remains valid only as long as history stands still.

Welfare state classifications mirror a particular epoch, in most cases the
status quo of the 1970s and 1980s. The “three worlds’ typology of regimes
that underpinned my earlier work (Esping-Andersen, 1990) has been
questioned on numerous grounds, and some provide compelling argu-
ments for a major reconsideration. It was a typology too narrowly based
on income-maintenance programmes, too_focused

ploductlon WOlkel
There are primarily two avenues of criticism that merit attention. One

“.Pllly the state— [
market nexus, and too one- dlmensmmlly built around the standard male

questions the simple triad, arguing that we should distinguish additional -

models—a “fourth world’ so to speak. Another questions the basm cmtena
which were employed in the construction of the typology. T
But before we proceed, there is_one point of potential confusion that

must be clarified. The ‘bases fc tor t.vpology construction that I am here (as ™~

before) examining, are welfare re - welfare sfates nor individual
social pelicies. ‘Regxmes refers o the ways in which welfare production is
allocated between state; market, and households. Some confusion fay

urise because the word ‘regime’ is often dpphed to all kinds of phenomena

‘poverty regimes’, ‘pension regimes’, or ‘male bread-winner regimes’, just
to mention a few. Some criticisms of ‘the three worlds’ are, in a sense, irrel-
evant because they are not addressing welfare regimes but individual
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programmes. Leibfried’s (1992) argument that there is a distine
Mediterranean_regime because social assistance in Southern Europe is
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state, 1o individualize risks, and to promote market solutions. As such
they disfavour citizens’ entitlements. '

unique may be well-taken. But here Leibfried misses the mark because he
is studying a qualitatively different phenomenon. A similar problem per
vades some feminist contributions, at least.in so far as they have redefined
the dependent variable. 1t is unquestionably relevant to compare ‘bread
winner models’, and it goes without saying that this has direct relevanc
for welfare regime comparisons but, again, a welfare regime typology doe
not stand or fall solely on one social policy dimension; and, again, ‘bread
winner regimes’ and ‘welfare regimes’ are two distinct dependent vari
ables.

THE THREE WORLDS OF WELFARE CAPITALISM
RE-EXAMINED

The private-public mix was the principal analytical axis that underpinne
{he “three worlds’ typology; thé key defining dimensions were degree of de
commodification and modes of stratification or, if you wish, solidarities
(Esping-Andersen, 1990). The regime labels that represent this triad
liberal, conservative, and social democratic—derive from classic
Buropean political economy. They reflect the political and _ideologic
thrust that was dominant in their historical evolution, climaxing with the,
mature welfare states in the 1970s and 1980s. '

The typology, regardless of political origins, becomes static in the sense;
that it reflects the socio-economic conditions that prevailed then, namely
an economy dominated by industrial mass production; a class structure i
which the male, manual worker constituted the prototypical citizen; and a
society in which the prototypical household was of the stable, one-earn
kind. Below is a summary presentation of the three welfare regimes.'

The Liberal Welfare Regime

Liberal social policy can trace its roots back to nineteenth-century English
political economy, to its notions of ‘less eligibility” and ‘self-help’. It har-
boured an unbounded faith in market sovereignty. Liberal welfare regimes

in their contemporary form reflect a pofitical commitment to minimize th

distinction between residual, institutionat, and “industrial achievement’ models. American read-
ers should be warned that ‘liberal’ and ‘conservative’ are used throughout in their classical,
European usage. Liberal therefore does not imply ‘leftist’, but rather a luisses-faire, neo-libera
view: conservative does nol refer to ‘whatever is not liberal’, be it the Christian right or th
Republican party, but to the European usage of the term. :

Liberal social policy prevails in countries where socialist or Christian
democratic movements were weak or de facto absent. As Castles (1993)
has peinted out, there is a-peculiar clusteringib"f' the Ahglo—Saxon nations
around the liberal model. But, as he adds, it is important to distinguish
between those societies, like Australia and Britain, where the labour move-
ment played a significant role in social policy formation and those, like the
United States, where its role was peripheral. In the former ‘lib-lab’ case, to
use C_astles’ terminology, the welfare state is more comprehensive and c:ol-
lectivist. Disregarding such variation for the moment, there are three core
clements that characterize the liberal regime. T

"It is, firstly; Tesidual in the sense that social guarantees are typically( 4

'\

restricted to ‘bad risks’. It adopts a narrow definition of who should be eli-
gible. Liberal social policy is therefore very much the child of nineteenth-
century poor relief, favouring means or income tests 50 as to ascertain
des.ert and need. Accordingly, the relative weight of needs-based social
assistance compared to rights programmes should constitute an excellent
indicator of ‘liberalism’. Indeed, international comparisons show that the
An.glo-Sa.xon welfare states are extraordinarily biased towards targeted
;‘.Qg!_glg_}g_s_gﬁs_tgngg;_ Australia, New Zealand, the United States, and Canada
in particular (Esping-Andersen, 1990, ch. 3). This is amply confirmed in
later r.esearch (Gough et al., 1997, Table 2): it is either dominant or at least
a major element of the total social protection package in Australia
Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, the UK, and the USA; as a percentage o%
total social expenditures, it now accounts for close to 100 per cent in
Australia and New Zealand; about 40 per cent in Ireland and the United
States; and 20-30 per cent in Canada and the UK. The closest non-liberal
runner-up is Germany with 12 per cent.?

Liberal policy is, secondly, residual in the sense that it adheres to a
narrow conception of what risks should be considered ‘social’. The United
States is extremely residual because of its lack of national health care, sick-

ness and maternity benefits, family allowarnices, and parental Teave provi-

sions. To address market failure in these areas, the approach is targeted aid
to ‘bad’ risks: Medicaid benefits to the poor and Medicare to ﬁle aged

fA:FDC ?o lone mothers, and tax credits to low-income child families. 'Yet’
if there is a strong tradition of selectivity there are also creeping element;i
of comprehensiveness. This is mo more evident thanm in the emerging
‘popularity of some form of negative income tax, an approach originally

-2 Therg are; to be sure, significant variations in how much targeting is built into social assis-
tance programmes. As Castles (1996) and Myles (1996) show, the Canadian and Australian
approach to targeting implies screening out the rich rather than, more narrowly, ‘scresning in’
only the abject poor. ' N

o)
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proposed by Milton Friedman and now being gradually extended in: : If we define the liberal model in terms of the weight of residualism (few
Australia, Canada, the UK, and the United States. - rights and modest levels of de-commodification) and of markets, there is

Onone-county hberdHmdﬂfoﬂfseﬁ“ﬁwfrpﬁheyﬁneﬂrmrlﬂﬂflesldtm Wleﬁiewdm lm‘ﬂmﬁfbutes are highly corre-
namely as 1e<nuds fdmllv services. The Teasons, however, are différen lated. The liberal welfare regime cluster is, furthermore, almost invariably
I:‘ﬂjEIﬂs v1ew selwcmg as a naturd] mcu;ket dctxvnty as an md1v1du Anglo-Saxon: the United States, Canada, Australia, Ireland, New

e

Zealand, and the UK. If we take two key measures (means-tested assis-
tance as a share of total social EXpCPdltLl‘ e (early 19905) and pnvate pen—

ket. Nowhele was thls more pronounued than in America Sr promotlon sions s a share of total pensions (1980s) and correlate them with a
“elfare capitalism® during the 1920s or in the Thatcher era in Britair ~ “liberal’ nation dummy, the association is strong and positive: +.68 for the
Indeed, it was not until the New Deal in the 1930s that the United State assistance variable, and +.52 for the private pension variable. For both the
introduced the first national social security programmes. As noted, tf} social democratic and the conservative regimes, the correlations are nega-
residual approach cultivates dualisms: the good risks can be self-reliant in. tive (—.31 and —41 for assistance; —.27 and —.29 for private pensions).” This
the market; the bad ones become ‘welfare dependents’. There are, of can be presented in terms of logistic odds-ratios, as in Table 5.1.

course, several ways of playing the market: mdl\/ldua]!y (personal retir Table 5.1 shows that the liberal regime is fairly well predicted by these
ment accounts, !lfe insurance, and _the like), or collectively (g}'oup msu two features, while the two others are clearly not. 1t also suggests that the
ance or occupational welfare pllans‘). What unites them both is that the social assistance bias is a more distinctive feature than are private pen-
generally benefit from substantial tax concessions. , sions.

Welfare regimes are quite polar in terms of the role of market provisio
the ratio of private to public pensions is .5 in Australia, .7 in Canada, 4 1i

Japan,. 3 (I the .Ur'uted States, but in Continental Europe or i ‘ . TasLE 5.1. i}ogisiic odds-ratios for social assistance and private pension
Scandinavia the ratio is of the order of 0.1 (or less).# In health care, how " dominance by welfare regime

ever, the picture is less clear. Several European nations appear quite pr ‘

vate (20 per cent of total in Germany, 36 per cent in Austria) because much Liberal Social Conservative
of health care is run by ‘third sector’, non-profit associations. And some : regime democratic regime
‘liberal’ regimes, like Canada and Britain, have universal national healt regime

insurance. Private health care dominates in the United States (57 per cent

: HALes 1 bl psie Social assist: 185%* ,
of total), but here again non-profit firms (like Blue Cross-Blue Shield)play: : octa’ assistunce as a 1185 0855 0.922

percentage of total

a decisive role. N ) ) : Private pensions as a 1.188* 6.925 0.924
Private welfare plans have traditionally been more collective than ind -percentage of all

vidual in Australia, Britain, and the United States, to a large degree Pseudo-R? 0.681 0.088 0.215

because of collective bargaining traditions (Esping-Andersen, 1990, Tab

4.2). Decliningunion membership and coverage appears, however, to con * Probability better than 0.05.

** Probability better than 0.01.

tribute to an erosion of occupatlonal plans and to promote greater ind .
Sources: Esping-Andersen (1990, ch. 4) and Gough e/ al. (1997).

vidualism. This is especnally evident in the United States where coverdger
under occupational pension plans has declined from about 50 per cent in’
1970 to less than a third today.

: This was exa‘mined‘ ir_l Chapter 4 . ¢ Britain is.a-particularly interestingcase since, in the 1950s, it would have been difficult to dis-
Calculated ﬁom Eapmg-Anderben (1990, 1 ao_le 4.3). . _ . : tinguish it [rom the Scandinavian. Here is a clear-cut case of typologies being undone by histor-

5 The Australian model of a ‘wage-earners welfare state’,.as-Castles (1993, 1996).calls it, may ical change, .an-issue to be addressed. below.
be considered a specil case of market-biased welfare—indeed Castlesinsists that Australia {with 7 The socialassistance data derive from Gough et al. (1997, Table 2), the private pension data
Britain) be classified as a liberal-labour model. ‘What underpins the seemingly prototypically from Esping-Andersen (1990, Table 4.3). The following nations are scored as ‘liberal’: Australia,

residual, needs-tested Australian welfare state is a tradition of de facfo job and high-pay guaran-_
tees to the male bread-winner. Hence, welfare guarantees have been implanted in the lubour
market.

Canada, Irefand, New Zealand, Switzerland, the UK, and the USA; social democratic include:
Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden; conservative, Austria, Belgium, France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, the Netherlands. See below for a further elaboration.
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The Sociul Democratic Welfure Reginme

an mtemdtlondl latecomel. In Denmdxk, Norway, 'md Sweden |l> co
nerstones were laid with the advent of stable social democratic governanc
in the 1930s and 1940s; in Finland, twenty years later. Yet, cornerston
and mature form are not the same thing. There are good reasons why we
should reserve the social democratic label for the period since the mi
1960s.

In fact, the historical roots of Nordic social policy were, with som
minor exceptions, quite liberalistic (Kuhnle, 1981). The legacy, as in
Britain, was nineteenth-century poor relief. This was gradually tran
formed into social assistance and then, from the 1940s through the 1960
into modern entitlement programmes. None the less, universalism was
embryonic in the Scandinavian welfare states already from early o
Denmark was a world pioneer when, in 1891, old age assistance (upon an
income test) was extended to all aged. Sweden’s 1913 pension insuran
plan was, at least in spirit, meant to be universal.

Besides universalism, the social democratic welfare state is partic ularly
committed to comprehensive risk coverage, generous benefit levels, and
egalitarianism (Korpi, 1983; Esping-Andersen, 1990; Hicks er /., 1989;
Stephens, 1996). Most studies also concur that this particular package of
attributes is very much the political child of decades of strong, even hege-
monic, social democratic rule.®

That universalism is the cornerstone of social democratic risk pooling
does not suffice to distinguish it as a unique regime. The social democra-
tic ‘peoples’ pensions’ or national health care are only marginally more
universalistic than their post-war British or Dutch brethren. True, the
Nordic countries have undoubtedly pushed the frontiers of universalism
further than anywhere else. And, more importantly, rights are attached to
individuals and are based on citizenship (whereas the British and Dutch
pensions are contribution-based)—rather than on demonstrated need or
on an employment relationship (Palme, 1990). And where the Nordic
countries truly stand out in. comparison to other tendentially univer salis-
tic systems (like the British) is their deliberate attempt to marginalize the
role of needs-based assistance.

The social democratic regime is distinct also for its activeand, in a sense,
explicit effort to de-commodify welfare, to minimize or altogether abolish

§ It is not difficult to trace the historical link-between what social democratic leaders pursued
in the name of socialist solidarity, and what eventually emerged, especially.in Sweden. It is, how-
ever, possible that this historical ‘correlation’ is spurious in the sense that a culture of universal-
istic solidarities has its roots much further back in Scandinavian soctety (Baldwin, 1990;
Esping-Andersen, 1992).
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market dependency. While the UK (and also the Netherlands) has encour-

aged private welfare, especially in pensions and care services, the Nordic

—countries-struggled deliberately to-close-off the-marketse-asto-maximize
equality. When, in the 1950s, private occupational pensions began to mush-
room s0 as to compensate for the rather meagre flat-rate public pensions,
the Nordic countries (except Denmark) responded with a public second-
tier system; Britain, in a similarsituation, first vacillated and then eventu-
ally allowed the market to reign (Heclo, 1974; Pierson, 1994); the
Netherlands encouraged company-based occupational pensions.
__The closmg off of private welfare is feasible only if. benefits are adequate.

There is no doubt that the Nordic social democracies boast very high
income-replacement rates across the board. On various programme-
specific or synthetic de-commodification indices, Sweden, Norway, and
Denmark are the world’s three highest scorers (Finland scores somewhat
above the mean) (Esping-Andersen, 1990, Tables 2.1 and 2.2). More
recent comparlsons come to a very smnlar resull (Ploug dﬂd Kvist, 1994)
dttnbute In fact, the Dutch and Belgian de-commodification scores are
hardly inferior to the Danish. And, as to pensions, the largesse of
Scandinavia pales in comparison to Ttalian and Greek benefits
(Commission of the European Communities, 1993).

The point is that if we limit our study of de-commodification to stan-
dard income transfer programmes, the great regime divide is not so much
social democracy versus the rest, but rather that the liberal regime pro-
vides uniquely modest benefits compared to either of the two other
regimes. What, then, is uniquely social democratic is, firstly, the fusion of
universalism with generosity and, secondly, its comprehensive socializa-
tion of risks.

§ By the early 1970s, most (non-liberal) welfare states had arrived at a

2 auly similar level of comprehensiveness as fdr as cash benefit programmes

fare concerned. Tt is at this point, however, that the social democratic
'regime comes into its own by complempntmg standard income protection
with social services and generous income support for working women.
Led by Denma1_k3nd Sweden in the late 1960s, the Nordic welfare states
became ‘servicing sta&es On'top of he Ith servxces (where they hardly dis-
tinguish fhemselves from elsewhere) was built a huge and comprehensive
infrastructure of services especially catering to family needs. As we saw in
Chapter 4, care for children and the aged is especially privileged. The net
outcome is that government employment now accounts for up to 30 per
cent of the labour force, or more than double the OECD average.

The social democratic model and egalitarianism have become basicaily
synonymous. To many, the egalitarian element is simply the practice of
universalism: everybody enjoys the same rights and benefits, whether rich
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or poor. To others, it refers to the active promotion of well-being and 1
chances—perhaps no more evident than for women. Still others equa
€ galﬁWsmwil’lﬁ‘edistﬁbmianmnd*t*hekel'im'matfiﬂnﬂllpove—lll;\c—Ayw
shall see in subsequent chapters, they are all right. ;

Full employment has surely been a mainstay commitment in the soci
democratic model—but so it has elsewhere. What separates Scandinav
from most other nations is decreasingly low unemployment and, increa
ingly, maximum employment. As first Denmark, and now also Finlan
and Sweden, suffer from mass unemployment, the coincidence of full
employment and social democracy appears shattered. This is, none t}
less, not as clear as it seems. For one, we should distinguish between actu;
performance and political commitment. As far as the latter is concerned,
the coincidence remains. The Nordic countries’ expansion of publ
employment since the 1960s may have been guided by egalitarian co:

“cerns, but it certainly was also a means of promoting employmen

/Current Nordic unemployment may not differ much from, say, the

Germglqu‘l?l'gnchibut it occurs on the backdrop of an employment rate

- of 75-80 per cent rather than 50-60 per ‘cent—principally because f

fernale participation was realized. The employment commitment is
equally evident in active labour market policies, both in terms of resources
spent and number of persons covered under various training, retraining,
or employment promotion programmes.

Scandinavian welfare and employment policy has always been couchec
in terms of ‘productivism’, that is of maximizing the productive potentia
of the citizenry. Superficially this seems like an echo of what America
call ‘workfare’. I reality the two are different. Workfare in Ameri
implies that social benefits are conditional on accepting v
Nordic ‘productivism’ implies that the welfare szate must guarz

“all people have the necessary resources and motivation. to work (and tha
work is available). '

The social democratic regime, then, is inevitably a-state-dominated wel
fare nexus. But, the Nordic welfare states, and in particular the Swedi '
are now.experiencing hard times—to use Stephens et al.’s-( 1994) expres
sion. For budgetary reasons, governments have reduced social benefits
lowering replacement rates, introducing waiting days for sickness benefits,
shortening the duration of unemployment pay and, perhaps most omi
nously, introducing elements of targeting in the ‘peoples’ pensions’. Whil
cuts at the margin hardly affect the essence of the social democrati
regime, the implementation of an.income test for pensions may do so sinc
this implies a qualitative retreat from the. principle of universalism: th
notion of solidarity of risks is being rewritten.

Again, let us examine the validity of the Tegimes. Besides ity stroﬁg =
accent on de-familialization (which will be examined below), two features - !
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of ll.]€ sociial .democratic regime stand out: universalism and the marginal-

- ization of private welfare. In Table 5.2 1 present odds-ratios for the three
%i:egmuypcs i iniversalism and private pension scores from
Esping-Andersen (1990, Table 3.1).

/ o 2 It Foorpec . : : .
TapLe 5.2. Logistic regressions (odds-ratios) of universalism and private
pensions and welfare regime types

Social Conservative Liberal
democratic regime regime
regime
Universalism 1.321* 0.988 0.938
Private pensions 0.731 0.926 1.185%
Pseudo-R° 0.651 0.078 0.350
Chi-squared 12.41 1.88 8.43

* Probability = 0.1 or less. N = 18.
Source: Esping-Andersen (1990, Table 3.1).

Table 5.2. confirms more or less what we would expect. The odds that
we will find universalism in the social democratic regime are comparably
strong and significant. Vice versa, the odds of private welfare are low
(however not significant) in the social democratic regime but, as we
already have seen, positive and significant in the liberal. On these vari-
ables, the conservative regime is, simply, indistinct.

The Conservative Welfare Regime

Labelling the Continental European welfare states conservative may
appear pejorative. The idea, however, is to signal the dominant politicél
thrust behind their architecture. In most of Continental ELuii'('):bké,wii‘b’éi"e‘ii‘iisnl
played’ atruly marginai role and, until after World War Two, the socialists
typically found themselves excluded. Early social policy was often inspire
by n}gn&r(:hic;ﬁ]_ etatism (especially in Germany, Austria, and France), by
traditional corporatism, or by Catholic social teachings. Leo X1I's Papal
Encyclical Rerum Novarum (189Tyhiad a tremendous inflience in Catholic-
dominated’ countries. Moreover, the passage from origins to post-war
welfare capitalism has, in this group of countries, been guided primarily by
Qlll'istian democratic or conservative coalitions (in some cases with a
Fascist interregnum).

The essence of a conservative regime lies in its blend of status segmen-

T -

tation and familialism. Most Continental European countries emulated &
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Imperial Germany’s social insurance reforms and, like Bismarck, the The accent on compulsory social insurance, complemented with more
original aims were far removed from any egalitarianism. The early socia] or less ad hoc 1Cbldlldl schemes for strata without a ‘normal’ employment
—retmﬁmvwgrmpwallratlthvntmmfklmlmgeﬁWl y-Inthe-post-war ﬁhtmlisl}lffhilﬁmmn%that purely-private-market-provisionof welfare
era, the imprint of social Catholicism and its doctrine of subsidiarity h remains marginal. Granted, a sxgmﬁccmt part of health care is, in some
been particularly strong in Southern Europe, the Netherlands and, to an countries non-state but this is chiefly due to the role played by non-profit,
extent, also in Belgium and Germany (van Kersbergen, 1995). French ~voluntary” dSSQCldUODS frequently affiliated with the Church (such as
social policy has, in contrast, been guided primarily by a republican, an ““Caritas). As to pensions or other welfare provisions, both individual and
clerical spirit. France’s (and Belgium’s) membership in the conservative collective occupational plans are generally of marginal ‘importance, in
cluster is, as we shall discuss, problematic in that familialism is less dom some countries basically non-existing. A notable exception is, again, the
nant. Yet, both welfare systems display strong corporatist traits. There a Netherlands where (mandated) company pension schemes play a non-
several reasons why we might also include Japan in the conservative trivial role in the labour market.!!
model. The powerful presence of Confucian teachings throughout The third important attribute of conservatism is its @J}}ili&liSﬂ] espe-
Japanese social policy is a functional equivalent of Catholic familialism, cially in Southern Europe and Japan. As shown in Chapter 4, familialism
and also Japanese social secm‘ity is highly corporatist.® - is a composite of the male bread- -winner bias of social protection and the
The conselvanve 1mp1mt is most evident w1th regcud to risl I']SI\ pogh centrality of the family as care-giver and ultimately responsible for its

members’ welfare (the subsidiarity principle). What unites Austria,
Germany, Italy, and Spain is the continued legal prescription that parents
legacy remains strong in the puvdeged treatment of the pubhc cxvﬂ service * (or children) be responsible for their children (or parents) in case of need.

' especml]y in Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, and Italy.!® Thecivilser=: | Social assistance, for example, will not be granted even to adults if their
vice benefits not only from having its own scheme but also from vastly parents can support them. Besides legal obligation, there is a systematic
more luxurious eligibility and benefit rules. disinclination to provide care services, and the more familialistic the wel-

Bty fare state, the less generous are family benefits. Family transfers are often

Also, despite some attempts to consolidate the myriad occupationa
regarded as redundant given the practice of a family wage. But, since the

schemes, corporatist status divisions continue to permeate social secur 1¢y
systems. Of course, the accent differs between individual schemes an model assumes the standard male bread-winner family, provision for
‘atypical” households, such as lone mothers, tends to be residual.

countries. Germany is a case of modest corporativism in pensions (th
principal distinction is between blue- and white-collar workers), while There is, then, a modicum of residualism in the conservative model
that seemingly parallels the liberal. Yet, its target is very different: liberal

~health insurance is a labyrinth of 1,200 separate regional, occupational, or
company-based funds. Italy, in contrast, has a unified health programmg resaduahsm means plckmg up bad risks left behind by market failure; con— o
§e ' 1 alls“n; in contrast, is prlmcmly 4 response to famlly fa1 '

while pensions are divided into more than 120 eccupational plan: S :
(Castellino, 1976). Both France and Belgium combine fragmented pen: In both cases, none the less, the approach favours assistance over
sion systems with a national health insurance that is divided along broad rights, such as the German Sozialhilfe, the Italian and Spanish social pen-
occupational classes. Among the Continental European countries, onl_ sion, or even the French RMI,

the Netherlands deviates markedly from the corporatist mould. Pubh Again for different reasons; both conservative and liberal social policies
pensions are organized more or less around the Beveridge principle of uni inherently favour a passive approach to employment management) The
versal flat-rate benefits, and other programmes, suchas health educatio liberal model simply prioritizes unregulated labour markets; the conserv-
and services generally, were “pillared’, that is, split along.denom;pgi_lqna ative, strong job protection for already employed adult, male household-
and non-denominational lines (viii Kersbergen, 1995).

ers. Active employment or training policies tend to-be-margmal in both

' Labour market pensions do play a role also in France, but their status should. best be
regarded as compulsory. Here Japan is of course deviant because so much of the entire welfare
package is provided by employers within the context of lifetime employment. As in the USA,
lapanese occupaticnal welfare is mainly the privilege of core warkers—about one-third of all. In
the Japanese case, it is debatable whether this kind of private welfare conforms to market prin-
ciples (Esping-Andersen, 19974).

9 Jupan deviates from this cluster only in terms of the large tole of employer-provided ot.cu
pational benefits. ;
0 Government employee pensions account for 30 per cent of the total in Austriu: 35 per cent-.
in Belgium; 27 per cent in France and Italy; and 71 per cent in-Germany. Thisis, on average, W
or three times as high as in Scandinavia or in the Anglo-Saxon countries {calculated from Esping
Andersen, 1990, Table 4.3).
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Universalist: Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands (and
to a degree, the UK). ‘

Spain.

-C: FAMILIES
Fumilialist: Austria, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Portugal
Spain (and, less so., Belgium and France). '
Non-fumiliulist: Australia, Canada, Denmark, Finland, New Zealand;
Norway, Sweden, the UK, and the United States.

We turn now to the question of whether a ‘three worlds’ typology remains
robust and valid. '

THE HISTORICAL AND COMPARATIVE ROBUSTNESS OF
REGIME TYPOLOGIES

Since typologies refer to one time-point, we shall miss out on possnbl
decisive transmutations. And since they are, in a sense, ideal types ther
are bound to be ambiguous cases. Some critics have, for example, pointec
out that the Netherlands and Britain, both in their own way, fit poorly in
any of the three clusters.

It is also possible that the criteria employed to demarcate a regime ma
err- if alternative attributes were considered, the classification might brea
down or, at least, require additional regimes. For different reasons it ha;
been argued that the Antipodes, East Asia, and Southern Europe all meri
a “fourth world’. It has also been ar gued that the entire typology is prob
lematic because it is built on the experience of the standard male bread
winner; it is not gender—sensitive

Getting the welfare regime typology straight matters not just for the his
torical record but also for further analytical progress. At the core of a wel
fare regime study lurks the presupposition that institutional configuratio;
matters for how risks are absorbed and distributed, for social stratificatior
and solidarities, and also for the operation of labour markets. Hence
regimes should display some degree of congruence and commonality i
how they adapt to massive social and economic change. This is a majo
issue of this book and we need, therefore, to establish just how robust i
-the working typology.

If there are ambiguous cases in a typology, the qucstion is how muc
they matter. The goodness-of-fit of the three-way regime typology ha
been tested utilizing several methodological techniques, including cluste
analysis, Boolean algebra, factor analysis, and more conventional correla-
tional analysis (Kangas, 1994; Ragin, 1994; Shalev, 1996). While these.
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studies find that some countries fit more poorly than others (for different
reasons, Belgium, France, Britain, and the Netherlands are frequently

Britain is mainly a problem because the typology does not take into
account mutation. Had we made our comparisons in the immediate post-
war decades, we would almost certainly have put Britain and Scandinavia
in the same cluster: both were built on universal, flat-rate benefit pro-
gramimes, national health care, and a vocal political commitment to full
employment. Moving ahead into the 1970s and beyond, the two clearly
part ways: Britain failed to uphold its full-employment commitment and
to supplement modest flat-rate benefits with a guarantee of adequate
income replacement (Heclo, 1974; Martin, 1973). Failure to keep up pro-
moted a gradual privatization that was, no doubt, accelerated by con-
certed de-regulation, more targeting, and privatization during the 1980s:
sickness and maternity benefits were transferred to employers, council
housing was sold off, the earnings-related pension (SERPS) was ‘priva-
tized” through opting-out, and both private pensions and health insurance
have been nurtured via tax subsidies (Taylor-Gooby, 1996).!# In a con-
temporary comparison, then, Britain appears increasingly liberal. Britain
is an example of regime-shifting or, perhaps, of stalled ‘social democrati-
zation’.13

The original ‘three worlds’ typology focused rather one-sidedly on
income maintenance. Herein lie perhaps the ambiguities of the Dutch
case. When we study income maintenance, the Netherlands appears ‘social
democratic’ in the sense of strong universalism, comprehensive coverage,
and generous ‘de-commodifying’ benefits (van Kersbergen, 1995). But
when we include social service delivery—and when, more generally, we
examine the role of the family—the Netherlands becomes squarely a mem-
ber of the ‘conservative’, Continental European fold. Like Britain, this
would not have been immediately obvious in the 1950s because then, also
the Nordic welfare states were service-lean and transfer-biased. It is in its
sustained inattention to social services that the Netherlands emerges as a
prototypical example of Catholic familialism (Bussemaker and van
Kersbergen, 1994; van Kersbergen, 1995; Gustafsson, 1994). What is
more, the generosity of Dutch income maintenance is chiefly the expres-
sion of a pervasive male bread-winner assumption.

‘f It is also telling that publicresidential care for the-aged declined by 4 per cent, 1976-86
while private care grew by 363 per cent (Evers and Svetlik, 1991: 130). ’

15 The bulk of the data used to identify regimes in my Three Worlds referred to ¢.1980. The
true ljlber:al natare of Britain’s fransformation only became fully visible later. Ii may be true that
Bntz_im and Sweden were rather alike in-the 1950s, but this does not imply that Britain was then
‘sociul democratic’. What I define as the-essence of social democratic welfare regimes emerged in
Scandinavia later: -

——cited-enses)there-is-also-somesupportfor-the three clusters———————————————————
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The Dutch enigma, then, highlights the need to reconsider, once agai
what must be compared and measured. Income-transfer programm
———————————capture-but-one-side-of-the-welfare-state-The-real-essence-of-the-soei
democratic (or the conservative) welfare states lies not so much in their d
commodifying income-maintenance guarantees as in their approach t
services and sponsoring women’s careers. In any case, the Netherlanc
remains a Janus-headed welfare regime, combining both social democr;
tic and conservative attributes.
The point here, as in other cases, is that we must weigh the relati
importance of different, possibly conflicting attributes. No regime, |
alone country, is pure. The United States epitomizes liberalism and, ye
the Social Security pension scheme has broad coverage and benefits that
approach adequacy levels. Does this push the United States out of the li
eral fold? No, because even if one programme deviates from the ‘ideal
type’, the over-dominating character of the entire welfare package remair
‘liberal’. Or consider Denmark which, like Britain, failed to implement a
universal, second-tier pension system. Does this imply that Denmar
with Britain, is a failed social democratic model? On this count, again t
answer is no. The benefits in the Danish ‘peoples’ pension’, unlike the
British, were systematically upgraded so as to uphold their universalist
appeal; and on virtually any other criteria, the Danish welfare state is pr
totypically ‘social democratic’.!®
There will always be slippery or ambiguous cases, and one programm
does not define a regime. The real problem is how to deal with systematic
deviants. The issue here is whether a three-way typology adequatel
exhausts the variance. If there are cases that follow a wholly differe
underlying logic, we would have to construct yet another, separate idea
type—a fourth ‘world of welfare capitalism’.

The Antipodean Fourth World

%G‘clsﬂcsfandMit,c;he,ufelé)%—)ﬂ'l—nd—(%lstlesf(—1996)ﬁnﬂgufpersuasive}yﬁn—
favour of a fourth, Australian or Antipodean, welfare regime (what they
term the ‘wage-earners’ welfare state’). At first glance, Australia’s and
New Zealand’s rather modest and targeted welfare state benefits conform
mﬂll}giresi,du,‘c}i, liberal model. All income maintenance schemes are now
premissed on an income test, but ‘Medicare’ in Australia is essentially a
rights programme. While needs-tested benefits are generally much lower
than 'é'qu'i'v%?lent insurance benefits in other countries, they are also more
111¢V‘,3q.§',§§‘3§1tich~ than elsewhere. Thus, assistance benefits to child families
are double those to single persons (Castles, 1996: 109). Moreover, the
income ceiling for eligibility (in Australia, but less so in New Zealand) is
d.rawn at {niddle incomes, not at a poverty line: assistance is more inclu-
sive. Pensions are said to cover two-thirds of the aged; family benefits
reach most middle-class families.!?

The point that Castles and Mitchell make is that we err by focusing
solely on state activity because in Australia (and once also New Zealand)
strong and functionally equivalent welfare guarantees were implanted in’
the labour market via the wage arbitration system. What seems like an
extreme case of a liberal, means-tested system when studying only state
welfare is, in reality, something essentially social democratic with its
emphasis on egalitarianism and wage-earner rights.

If valid, the argument is theoretically fundamental because it compels
us to reconsider markets. In Australia, as the argument goes, the labour
market is a welfare producer. Hence, it may be a fallacyto simply equate
marlfets and liberalism. There is no doubt that the wage arbitration Sys-
tem in Australia implanted strong and egalitarian guarantees, at least as

far as the male bread-winner was concerned. There was little need for a.
welfgre state because’ma}e full employment was de f w‘:'fuvlyl’, because
earnings differences were highly compressed, and because the employ-
ment ;‘eyl';{ltiyqnyship furnished general welfare guarantees, such as home-
ownership and adequate pension income.

However, as Castles (1996) himself points out, these very same guaran-
tees inevitably eroded when, during the 1980s, the Australian economy
was liberalized; they were effectively eliminated in New Zealand. With
}nmmp]pymf:ut rates hovering at 10 per cent, and wiﬂ?ﬂéﬁéhtened wage
tnequalities, the ‘wage-earners™ welfare state’ in the market is, almost gy
definition, being dismantled.

Three-plus Regimes?

There are in particular three cases that arguably call for an additional,
fourth ‘world: the Antipodes (Castles and Mitchell, 1993), t
Mediterranean {Leibfried, 1992; Lessenich, 1995; Ferrera, 1996), and
Japan (Jones, 1993; Rose and Shiratori, 1986). Assuming the validity ofal
three claims, we will find ourseives with a total of six models for a total o
18-20 nations. The desired explanatory parsimony would be sacrifice
and we might as-well return to individual comparisons.

16 Two very recent reforms may, however; very well push Denmark towards a wmore liberad
fold. One, the peoples’ pension has lost some of its ‘rights’ character with the introduction of at
income Lest in 1996; two, legislation has just been passed to build a private (collectively neg
ated) second-tier earnings-related labour market pension.

7 Fora per fons’ ; :
Fora period, old-age pensions became universal rights benefits, but ate'now again incorae-
:T;tg:;l) For a general, comparative presentation of the Australian sysiem, see also Saunders
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It is possible that the Antipodean model provxded a package of \\elfa
guarantees that was essentially ‘social democratic” in the 1960s and 1970
Like Britain, however, the passage of time is pushing Australia—-und
tainly New Zealand—towards what appears as prototypical liberalist
minimal state and maximum market allocation of risks, and the mark
side of the coin appears increasingly genuinely market.

The Mediterrancan Fourth World

It has been argued that the Mediterranean countries should be consider
distinct from Continental Europe (Leibfried, 1992; Ferrera, 1996;
Lessenich, 1995; and Castles, 1996). Ferrera’s point has’ mdmly 1o do w1th
distributive practice—the pervasive use of social benefits, especially in [ta
for purposes of political clientelism. Invalid pensions and public jobs arg
notorious ways in which the Christian Democrats (but also socialists) mai
tained their grip on the electorate. A perverted use of welfare programmes
and public bureaucracies may define the character of a polity, but it is dif
cult to see how it defines a welfare regime unless the entire system was from
the very beginning specifically designed for the purpose of clientelism rather
than social protection. Such an argument would be very hard to su: altain, @
Leibfried’s (1992) call for a distinct Mediterranean regime is, as pre
ously discussed, limited to one programme—social : assistance. But even if
social assistance practice is distinct, this hardly merits a distinct regimg
type. It would be a different matter if such deviance forms part and parcel
of a broader complex of attributes. Does it? To an extent yes beul use th

fac
upgraded because of two assumptions: it is dssumed (dnd legdl y pre
scribed) that families are the relevant locus of social aid; and it is assumec
that families normally do not ‘fail’. The acid test of 1 distine
Mediterranean model depends therefore on the issue of fdmlluiism, t
which will shall return shortly.

The East Asian Fourth World

Japan, possibly with Korea and Taiwan, poses a. pdTllCllldl‘ly intriguing
challenge to welfare regime typologies because it is such a unique \161510:
of capitalism to begin with: sustained full employment, highly regulate
internal labour markets and industrial structure, compressed earnings
and a relatively egalitarian distribution of income, all overlaid by rathe
authoritarian employment practices, a ‘conservative ‘one-party’ democ
racy, and ‘corporatistn without labour” (Pempel, [989).'%

% The following treatment is based on Esping-Andersen {(1997.:).
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Il we confine our examination to Japan, one aspect is immediately obvi-
ous: it blends vital regime attributes in a way which makes it either unique

: - hybrid. This, indeed, is the fundamental issue to be resolved. Statewel-

fare combines liberal residualism with conservative corporatism. Social
insurance is, like in Europe, status-segmented along broad occupa‘uonal
lines. In part due to lack of system maturation (at least as far as pensions
are concerned), insurance benefits are quite modest and attached with
prohibitive eligibility criteria—this is-especially the case in unemployment
insurance. Levels of de-commodification are modest indeed.

The modesty of benefits reflects a certain in-built residualism. State ben-
efits assume that the core (male) labour force will have private benefits via
the employment 1elat10nshxp, but also ample family support. The former
undoubtedly holds for the roughly one-third employees in the large cor-
porate sector—but much less so for the rest of the labour force. Employer
occupational welfare includes not merely standard health and pension
coverage, but also a vast array of services from sports clubs to funeral ser-
vices. And herein lies one important source of inequalities, not so much
according to class or occupation, but because access and generosity
depends on educational level and, of course, on whether one is employed
by a large corporation or not. Japan’s social assistance system is yet
another example of liberalism: strictly means-tested and highly targeted as
well as stigmatizing. The take-up rate is extremely low (below 30 per cent).

The welfare state, then, fuses conservative and liberal elements which is
hardly surprising when we recall that the insurance component was
inspired by German practice, and that assistance schemes were designed
by the American occupation forces in the aftermath of World War Two.
However, if we examine more closely the welfare market it would appear
somewhat less than ‘liberal’. Occupational welfare forms part of the con-
sensual mode of labour regulation, but it also mirrors a conservative,
paternalistic practice. It is none the less arguable that the market ‘works’:
it provides (until now) a genuine employment guarantee and, for many,
welfare benefits. The rather undeveloped and residual public welfare com-
mitments could—Ilike once in Australia—be ascribed to the fact that needs
and risks are contained because the labour market functions so well.

In fact, several scholars maintain that Japan is an extremely highly
developed ‘welfare society’ and that a large welfare state is therefore less
pressing (Vogel, 1980). The state is not needed because the market and the

family are sufficient. There is little doubt as to the importance of families

in th'e overalt Japanese welfare mix.-Public social services, be it to the aged
or children, are truly marginal because it is institutionally assumed that

the family must carry the real responsibility. Thus, even today 65 per cent

of the aged live with, and are cared for by their children—that is, the wife
of the oldest son. The Confucian tradition of familial piety and loyalty ]
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has, like the Catholic subsidiarity principle in Europe, been the overpow
ering force behind Japanese welfare policy (Jones, 1993).
Tlmﬂs*clezrrlyﬂmtmrrgumquelrhp‘mewxWany%}Hhes&elexTreﬁtﬁI
appears therefore a hybrid 